The importance of responsibility in one 's personal and professional 
Background
The importance of the value of responsibility in one's personal and professional life is evident and undeniable. No surprise that many documents emphasize the importance of the development of a sense of responsibility. European Qualifications Framework (European Commission, 2008) defines eight levels of qualifications assessing student learning outcomes -knowledge, skills, personal and vocational competences, wherein "competence" is described in terms of "responsibility" and "autonomy": the complexity of a study programme learning outcome level corresponds to increasing levels of responsibility. Lithuania, 2012) , aiming to encourage essential changes in society, first of all expresses its concern that sustainable development of the country is impossible if the majority of Lituanian people lacks responsibility for their own life, family, community, environment and country; if it is passive and incapable of creating and acting independently. Both present and prospective Lithuania requires responsible and creative citizens who are open for changes and innovations, who are not afraid to take risks, and who are able to learn from the mistakes and eager to develop. Finally, we may mention the National Education Strategy for [2013] [2014] [2015] [2016] [2017] [2018] [2019] [2020] [2021] [2022] (Resolution of the Seimas of the Republic of Lithuania, 2013, 7.5) The issue of personal and social responsibility in relation to one's personal and professional life has been recently discussed and analyzed by foreign and Lithuanian scientists: personal responsibility as one's individual accountability for his/her decisions and actions (Linley, Maltby, 2009) , the meaning of personal health responsibility (Horton, 2014; Shalonda, 2014; Baerøe & Cappelen, 2015) , the issue of assessment of personal and social responsibility (Trosset, 2013) , the effectiveness and long-term viability of reform efforts designed to advance education for personal and social responsibility (Glass, 2013) , an integration of social responsibility and organization's management system (Bagdonienė & Paulavičienė, 2010) , the influence of social responsibility to sustainable business development (Paužuolienė, 2010) , the importance of corporate social responsibility to Lithuanian organizations (Šimanskienė & Paužuolienė, 2010) .
Lithuania's Progress Strategy "Lithuania 2030" (Resolution of the Seimas of the Republic of
Employers value employees who have a responsible attitude towards their work. Being responsible is seen as the fundamental element of being professional at work. But what does "being responsible" actually mean? What kind of a person is understood as responsible? What behaviour is expected from a responsible employee? The concept of "responsibility" has multiple meanings. Some people associate responsibility with freedom to act, i.e. the possibility to decide, choose, create freely and feel responsible for one's own actions.
Others perceive it in a more narrow sense referring to an appropriate and timely fulfillment of certain assumed obligations. Yet some treat responsibility as something negative perceiving it as a burden, and, therefore, trying to avoid it by all means or transfer it to others. These different perceptions of responsibility indicate the multifacity and multiplicity of the concept of responsibility. As Nedzinskas and Bankauskienė (2009) We will begin our analysis with a discussion of the etymology of the word "responsibility". It will lead us to a deeper understanding of the concept of responsibility and its diverse aspects.
The etymological meaning of the word "responsibility"
In the literature, the term "responsibility " started to be widely used sufficiently recently, that is, in the end of the 18 th century in the texts that refer to responsibilities of state officers*. If the noun "responsibility" is a relatively new term, the adjective "responsible" has a much longer history. It derives from the Latin word respondere that means to respond, to be accountable, to give a reply. This initial meaning of the word "responsible" enables us to reflect on the meaning of the word "responsibility". Turold (2010, p. 174; 178) notices that a response always means a response to something: a question, a request, a complaint, etc. The author writes: "I reply if somebody asks me something -I reply to a specific question", which means "my reply is always an outcome of hearing". In other words, the answer depends on the question itself as well as the ability to grasp the meaning of the question. In this sense, we may say that responsibility means the ability to concentrate on hearing the other, understanding his/her question or request leading to the obligation for the right and proper response, rather than just "a response".
In another aspect, it could be noticed that the meanings of the expressions "to respond to" and "to respond for [somebody]" are not identical. The expression "to respond to" requires attentive listening and understanding the request or question asked by the other person. In this sense, the origin of the word "responsibility" might be linked to another Latin verb respicere, which means to look back at, gaze at, consider, respect, and care for. It is worth mentioning that Turold also believes that the word "respect"
originates from the Latin verb respicere. This interpretation allows us to state that the word "responsibility" etymologically refers to the existing link between the terms "to respond to" and "to respect a person whom you respond to". The expression "to respond for [somebody]", unlike the expression "to respond to", refers to a relationship with someone in need, as s/he is not able to do, to understand something or to express his/her own will. Such a person needs someone who could listen to him and respect him well as to take care of him. Such etymologic explanation of the word "responsibility" proposed by Turold highlights one of the major aspects of responsibility -a person's ability to take care of those who are unable to take care of themselves.
Finally, we need to notice one more important meaning of the verb respondere. This verb comes from the Latin word spondere, which means to promise, guarantee, ensure, commit. Turold (2010, p. 180) notices that the word spondere was used during the wedding ceremony. He explains: "The word spondeo ("I promise") was used in the father's speech in which the father made a commitment to the groom (sponsus), giving his daughter (sponsa) in marriage during the wedding (sponsalia) ceremony. The groom (sponsus), in turn, responded to the father's promise (respondeo), from which the word responsibility originated, making a solemn pledge (sponsum) to protect the bride from all possible misfortunes in the future". Referring to the description of the verb spondere it is possible to state that respondere means not only "to answer", but "to promise something in exchange", taking full responsibility for the concequences and all the difficulties that might occur. In regard to the meaning of the term "responsibility" we may state that responsibility is the ability to keep the given promise as well as to find appropriate and right decisions facing difficulties or carrying out the commitments.
In summary, the word "responsibility" might be defined as follows: responsibility is the ability to give the right and proper response to the question/request of the other person as well as the ability to remain faithfull to the given promises carrying out assumed obligations to the other.
Personalistic view of responsibility
Responsibility is most often perceived as a person's accountability to the law or observance of certain rules. If we asked a person with the perception mentioned above about the origins of responsibility, he would be more likely to respond that responsibility arises out of the law since a human being is obliged to take care of himself and others due to the variety of binding laws, rules, provisions, decrees -natural law, the law of Revelation, which includes the Old Law and the New Law, civil and ecclesiastical laws -and finally, if a person works -staff regulations, internal work procedures, etc. Contrary to this perception, the authors of this article seek to present the concept of responsibility based on the fundamental truth about man: a human being is a person. Namely this anthropological truth allows us to exceed a purely legalistic conception of responsibility, showing that responsibility is rooted in the very nature of the human person rather than imposed from outside.
Responsibility for oneself
A human being is a person endowed with intellect and free will, therefore only a human being is able to think, decide, choose freely, create, reflect, and act consciously. Only a human being is called to give freely himself to God by serving others in love. These characteristics describe the exclusive value and dignity of the human person. Here the main and primary commitment of a human being arises, i.e., the commitment to oneself. To be free means to be responsible for oneself. According to Šliogeris (2011, p. 372) , the link between freedom and responsibility was best described by French philosopher Sartre who indicated that "man is condemned to be free just because he cannot not choose or take responsibility for his own thoughts and actions. Even if he decides not to choose, he makes a choice for a 'non-choice'; which means, he is responsible for refusing to take responsibility". Lithuanian philosopher Maceina (1985) also discusses the theme of freedom and responsibility by highlighting that "free action of a person does not turn towards something that is near the subject of action but rather to the subject itself. In other words, the subject and the object of freedom are the same, namely, it is the person himself. Freedom is being realized in the person, for it is carried out by the person. The power to decide is absolutely personal for it turns back towards me: I am free only in respect of myself".
Every man is obliged to discover the meaning of his own life and to choose his own path. As Merton (1983, p. xiii) indicates, "We can help one another to find out the meaning of life, no doubt. But in the last analysis the individual person is responsible for living his own life and 'finding himself'". Maceina (1985) describes it, man has the "power to own himself", the "power to determine himself", and using this God's given gift of a free will, he is capable of giving "himself a face". "If my "face" was given to me," reasons the philosopher, "it would be misunderstanding to talk about freedom as exclusively my own power". But man is not just partially free and for this reason he is fully responsible for the way he is as a human being.
We are all born as persons, but not all of us become personalities. As Maceina says, not all of us are able to create our own face. This happens because the "faceless" man does not understand that his free actions neither "goes into the void" nor "are neutral", and for this reason he must take the full responsibility of his becoming "somebody". Indeed, a human being witnesses with his life that he is created in God's image only if he accepts his role of creator given him by God with full responsibility and lives his life accordingly. Maceina (1985) accurately expressed this idea saying that "the Christian view of man as the image of God does not speak of a human being who has already a pre-given "face". Such an imprinted "face" would be only a partial feature that excluded any possibility to reflect the fullness of being. Man is the image of God precisely because he has no "face" at all, except the one he gives himself. Indeed, this possibility of giving oneself a "face" reflects God in man". Thus, to be created in God's image and likeness means to be a responsible creator and, first of all, to be the creator of oneself.
In summary, we can emphasize one important aspect of responsibility: responsibility is the ability of the person to act freely and creatively, being deeply aware of the fact that every free and conscious human action has the power either to create or to destroy man as a personality.
Responsibility for others
Responsibility is most commonly understood as the timely and proper fulfilment of personal obligations, emphasizing that a human being is fully responsible only for his own actions and their potential concequences. Contrary to this view, the authors of this article intend to present a broader approach to responsibility, making reference to the insights of Levinas.
Why is not enough to be responsible just for oneself? Man is by nature a social being; human responsibility, therefore, should go beyond the limits of individuality. A human being is created for loving communion, thus he cannot remain closed in himself; aiming to discover himself, he must transcend his own self approaching the other and entering into his life. Humanness can only be expressed through conscious, free, and responsible action with others and for others. It means that acting in a responsible way always contains a loving relationship. A responsible person feels obliged for the fate of the other person. This idea is accurately expressed by Levinas, a thinker of Jewish-Lithuanian origin, as for him responsibility cannot be distinguished from the person's relationships with others, therefore it can never be understood as something purely subjective. According to the philosopher, it is precisely "the other" that obliges the person to assume responsibility. Levinas (1994, p. 98) reflects: "I perceive responsibility as the responsibility for the other person, thus, as the responsibility for something that is not my business or concern; or precisely for someone I am concerned about [me regarade, "he looks at me" or "he sees me"], to whom I draw near as to the face".
Being a person means transcending my own self and living life by taking responsibility not only for myself but also for those who are close to me. Responsibility always includes the concern for another person: it is impossible to avoid responsibility in the presence of another person. A human being, who in his deepest essence cannot live and develop his capacities without being in relation with others, cannot avoid responsibility for others. One is obliged to assume responsibility as soon as he sees the request in the face of the other. Responsibility arises from the relation with the other, from the encounter with "the face", since "the face, the expression of the other "<...> is that, which commands me to serve him. <...> The face asks me and commands me" (Levinas, 1994, 100-101) . Speaking about this inevitability, Levinas retells the Biblical story about the prophet Jonah who could not escape from his duty to God. God told Jonah to go to Nineveh and to warn its inhabitants about the inevitable God's judgment for their sins. Jonah decided disobey God's will -he got on the ship and sailed away in the opposite direction to Tarsi. According to Levinas, Jonah decided to disobey God's will for he believed that the inhabitants of Nineveh were "not his concern". However Jonah could not escape this responsibility no matter how much he wanted to. Levinas is therefore convinced that we cannot escape our responsibility for others, just as Jonah could not escape responsibility for the people of Nineveh.
A famous psychologist-philosopher Fromm (2004, 24-25) Responsibility for the other consists of having the courage to refuse that which is beneficial only for me for the sake of the other. It is the ability to be social, which for Levinas means to be as a "substitute" for the other, that is, through substitution I find myself in the place of the other. In the article Brotherhood and Substitution, Banon (2006, p. 93) The essential feature of humanness is the ability to look through the eyes of the other person -to be compassionate, loving, understanding, willing and being able to assume the burden of others. In this sense, the priority is given to the responsibility for others rather than to my own freedom. My dependence on the "other/Other" (a human being or God) always precedes the autonomy of my subjective freedom. When I admit that "I" am responsible, at that very moment I accept the fact that my freedom is conditioned by the commitment to the other person.
According to Levinas (1991, p. 138-139) , even if I denied my initial responsibility for the other person, I
could not deny the fact that the other demanded me to commit myself to him prior to my choice not to respond to his needs. I am responsible in the first place, and only then I am free, while freedom is perceived as the ability to do things that nobody else can do instead of me. In other words, freedom both obliges to freely assume responsibility for the other and enables me to do it in a distinctive and unique way. A direct connection between responsibility and duty I alone can perform leads me to the statement that I am unique.
Therefore Levinas (1994, p. 104-105) 
Limitlessness of responsibility
Responsibility for the other is so obligatory and broad that it is clear that "the other person is not simply close to me in space", but rather he "approaches me essentially insofar as I feel myself -insofar as I amresponsible for him" (Levinas, 1994, p. 99) . I can get to know the other person, I can develop a closer relationship with him, as much as I am committed and ready to do something concrete for that person. Levinas (1994, p. 100 ) is convinced that "[r]elation with the other person develops as responsibility".
According to the author, "Responsibility, the signification of which is non-indifference, goes one way, from me to the other" (1991, p. 138) . And this openness, going towards the other person, has no limits because every man is the infinite world. Every time when I find myself in front of the face of the other I enter into the infinite world of that other with the face of a servant and at that very moment I begin my inner jouney to myself, to the essence of my humanity. I realize that responsibility is exclusively mine and I cannot humanly deny it (Levinas, 1994) .
The commitment to serve the other person is so radical that I must be responsible for him/her "even if it costs me my life" (Levinas, 1994, p. 101) . This conception of limitless responsibility has its origin in the texts of Dostoevsky. Levinas (1994, p. 102) cites the Russian writer's words referring to The Brothers Karamazov: "We are all guilty of all and for all men before all, and I more than the others". It does not mean that my responsibility depends on one or another real fault or mistake; it means that "I am responsible for a total responsibility, which answers for all the others and for all in the others, even for their responsibility. I always have one responsibility more than all the others". Man is obliged to assume responsibility for the other without having any right to claim that the other should show the same responsibility for him. In this sense, responsibility is assymetrical relation. This asymmetry is significant for interpersonal relationships as it does not empower the responsible person to expect or request responsibility from the other person. "I am responsible for the other without waiting for reciprocity", assures us Levinas (1994, p. 101) .
The extent of responsibility does not depend on the cognition of the other person. The other person obliges me at that very moment when I see his face; which means that responsibility for the other is always prior to any knowledge of the other person. In other words, I am obliged to be responsible for the other even if I do not know that person personally. In the presence of the other I have no choice to run away from my responsibility. Moreover, in the presence of the other my responsibility is limitless, since every person is an inexhaustible infinity. According to Tangyin (2008, p. 159) , such a conception of responsibility is a radical one. In this view, to be responsible for the other means to be "a hostage", i.e, I have no choice to refuse the status of "a hostage". I cannot run away from another person and I cannot escape my responsibility, because "the very identity of human self is based on the responsibility for others". Consequently, running away from my responsibility for the other would mean running away, renouncing, denying my own self; whereas the awareness of this responsibility as exclusively mine forces me to take responsibility even for the crimes of the other person. In regard to this Levinas (2001, p. 169) says: "I am in reality responsible for the other even when he or she commits crimes". "A hostage" is responsible even for the things he has not done. Tangyin (2008, p. 162 ) questions Levinas's demand for the infinite responsibility (on man who is finite and limited in his capacities) as well as his reference to the words of Dostoevsky: "We are all guilty of all, and for all, and before all, and I am more than the others?" It seems that this statement demands too much from a human being. How can man, a finite and mortal being, assume the limitless responsibility? How can I be responsible for the crimes of others? Should I assume the infinite responsibility knowing that others do not behave in the same way? Or maybe I am obliged to behave in this manner because I am a Christian? That is exactly what Dostoevsky (1999, p. 310) emphasizes: "There is only one way to salvation, and that is to make yourself responsible for all men's sins. As soon as you make yourself responsible in all sincerety for everything and for everyone, you will see at once that this is really so". This radical step demands to stop living only for oneself and to start living for others. And this is not something unnatural or antihuman. On the contrary, a human being will never find true happiness if he seeks it just for himself. True happiness is found in unselfish love by sharing oneself with others. If I understand this truth it becomes clear to me that a human being is capable of living a meaningful life only if he receives his life as "a great gift and goodness not because the life gives us something, but because it lets us give something to others" (Merton, 2010, p. 19 
Responsibility towards future
Responsibility includes man's hopeful openness to the future. To be responsible means to be responsible not only for myself and my performed actions (in the past), but also for everything that is entrusted to me looking to the future (responsibility for creating prosperity of other people). This is particularly underlined by the Jewish-German philosopher Jonas (1985, p. 25-31) in his book Imperative of Responsibility, where it is stated that responsibility should be directed towards the future -he defines it as ethics directed towards the future. In this sense, responsibility means the person's commitment to a more beautiful and better future, perceiving it not just as a personal responsibility to foresee the consequences of one's own actions, to assess their eventual harm for a person, nature, society or culture, in other words, as doing nothing to harm the other. That would be just the notion of negative responsibility. However, in a positive way, responsibility for the future means a person's responsibility to take care for those people or life situations that are weakest and most vulnerable. This kind of responsibility is based on the concern about the fragility and vulnerability of humanity and our planet.
The commitment for the future -which, "first of all, obligates us to ensure that humans continue to exist" (Jonas, 1985, p. 40) -is based on the fragility of life. Human existence, writes Jonas, "has a fragile, vulnerable, temporal character, distinguished by certain transience, and, therefore, it in need for appropriate care" (1985, p. 98) . Here Jonas gives a simple example of a newborn being called "primordial object of responsibility". He writes: "[T]he newborn, whose mere breathing uncontradictably addresses an ought to the world around, namely, to take care of him. Look and you know" (1985, p. 131).
Everyone knows that showing no response to such a newborn's cry would be inhuman. This is exactly why a human being is obliged to respond to the cry of the weak and vulnerable taking care of their future -"something that does not exist yet" -realizing that the ability of their existence depends on my present responsible action, namely "the existence of humanity itself invokes the responsible action of current humans" (Bacevičiūtė, 2013, p. 28) . Consequently, responsibility does not refer to the things I did or I did not. The conception of responsibility is much broader as it is related to the concern for all those who are next to us as well as the concern for everything that surrounds us, hoping for and believing in a better and more beautiful future.
Methodology Sample
The study participants were Karalius Mindaugas Vocational Training Centre (hereinafter -Centre) teachers and administrative staff, to whom questionnaires were handed in. During August, 2014 the questionnaires were distributed among 180 employees. The filled-in questionnaires were returned by 101 employees.
Methods
Data collection. 
Tool
The employees were presented with the open-ended questionnaire, which was designed as based on the unfinished sentences method. The respondents were asked to complete the sentence: "X value" is important for me / is not important for me, because ... This article analyses the survey results related only to the value of responsibility, i.e. as the respondents have completed the sentence: responsibility is important for me / is not important for me, because ...
Ethics
The study was based on the following ethical principles (Bitinas et al., 2008) :
 goodwill: the study participants were informed about the study purpose and its objective; it was explained that the study participants' responses will have no effect on their labour relations and conditions;
 autonomy: the study participants themselves freely choose to participate in this study;
 privacy: the study participants filled in the questionnaires anonymously; the obtained (unprocessed) information will be available only to persons who have carried out the study;
 justice: the study participants' data were analysed thoroughly and accurately quoted.
Results
Responses of the survey participants are presented in Tables 1 -4 . Replies were divided into categories.
After the text analysis the subcategories have been identified for each category as well as the statements that confirm them.
Responsibility as commitment to oneself
"Commitment to oneself" category contained three identified subcategories, which showed that the respondents related commitment to oneself with: 1) "the responsibility for one's own choices, actions, behaviour and the consequences"; 2) "good sense of wellbeing"; 3) "creation of personal wellbeing" (see Table 1 ). 
Responsibility as commitment to work
After analysing the findings of the survey participants', in the "Commitment to work" category we distinguished three subcategories: 1) "responsible commitment while performing work tasks and assignments"; 2) "quality of work"; 3) "participation in voluntary activities". Excluded categories, subcategories and supporting allegations presented in Table 2 . The category "commitment to work" primarily is revealed in responsibility identification with the performance of commitments, assignments by the employee. Responsible person is being perceived as someone who is serious about his/her work ("I responsively approach all the work assignments performed"), attempts at a timely and proper performance of the assignments ("I responsibly fulfil my work and the assignments given; I deliver them always on time";"... only a responsible person can do the work to the end"), carries out the obligations ("only person in charge is able to fulfil the obligations undertaken"). It is mentioned that the responsible person is able to take responsibility not only for the work process, but also for the result obtained: "... I try to do the works to the end, and assume full responsibility for the failed moments ...". It shows the employees' ability to work self-dependently, to critically assess personal competence, to target at achieving better results.
The statements assigned to the second subcategory reveal that the majority of respondents' directly linked responsibility to the quality of work performance. For example, one respondent wrote: "I try to work qualitatively, as much as I can"; I felt the responsibility to provide high quality items". The value of responsibility is understood as the fundament of professionalism ("I think this is the main feature of a professional"), which enables the successful work, aiming to achieve the set objectives ("I worked in a responsible leadership position and in work everywhere and always felt responsibility for my actions"). Only an employee who has developed personal responsibility for the work may be called a "good employee" ("...
only a responsible person is a good employee"). Such an employee feels responsible for professional development: so over the year I bought 8 books, made 3 copies".
In the analysis of the third subcategory of the statements, we can evidence that the authors of these statements have a much broader concept of responsibility. Some respondents indicated that they related the This approach reveals the concept of responsibility as the ability to be sensitive to any nearby human needs and destiny, to everything that surrounds and their willingness to volunteer activities by free will and free of charge to contribute to the development of community good.
Responsibility as commitment to others
In the category "commitment to others" we also distinguished three subcategories: 1) "commitment to those in need for help"; 2) "commitment to family"; 3) "commitment to community". Categories, subcategories and supporting statements are presented (see Table 3 ). The first subcategory supporting statements show that the majority of respondents do not associate responsibility with the commitment to responsibility only for oneself, but emphasize the importance of responsibility for another human. Some respondents indicated that they felt responsible for their students'
education. The respondents indicated that they were preparing students for the Olympiads, competitions, 
Importance of responsibility for developing interpersonal relationships
The "Interpersonal relations development" category includes two subcategories: 1) "positive attitude of other people to me", and 2) "development of sustainable, balanced relationship". According to the respondents' replies the interfaces of the identified categories, subcategories and statements to support these statements are presented in Table 4 . 
Discussion
Responsibility is rooted in the very nature of the human person rather than imposed from the outside, i.e., the personalistic conception of responsibility is based on the fundamental truth about man: a human being is a person. Only a person has the capacity to freely choose and act consciously, seeking the personal development. Reffering to this truth about man, such authors as Wojtyła (1997), Maceina (1983) argue that responsibility first and foremost means the person's ability to make a commitment to oneself rather than to be accountable to the law or to observe certain rules or principles. Many of the survey respondents associated responsibility with the dimension of the commitment to oneself. Their statements expressed a clear understanding of being responsible for their own personal development, stating that only due to the right decisions and actions they take responsibility for their own quality of life and its meaning.
On the other hand, man is not sufficient of himself -he needs the other. The person can experience the fullness of life only being and acting with others. That is why responsibility always contains caring for another human being's happiness; it arises from the relationship with the other, from the commitment to serve the needs of the other with love (Levinas, 1994; Fromm, 2004) . The survey showed that the study participants' approach to responsibility was not limited only to responsibility for oneself. A substantial number of the respondents associated responsibility with their free commitment to serve others in love:
family members, friends, co-workers, and others. This concept of responsibility corresponds most to the personalistic approach to responsibility. It is the choice to serve others in love, in particular that obliges the person to speak, act and perform assignments in a responsible way.
A number of the respondents have emphasised the importance of responsibility in creating and nurturing the formation of effective, trust-based interpersonal relations. The latter perception of responsibility implicitly corresponds to Levinas's (1994) emphasis on the dimension of limitlessness and nontransferability of responsibility, for the respondents' statements indirectly implies understanding that responsibility is not a short-term, momentary commitment. On the contrary, responsibility is understood as a constant personal commitment to others, which is the foundation for building and maintaining long-term interpersonal relationships. It should be noted, however, that none of the respondents expressed this idea explicitly.
Finally, none of the research participants make an explicit statement corresponding to the broader dimension of responsibility emphasized by Jonas (1985) , for whom man is an integral part of this world and, therefore, he is obliged to accept full responsibility for everything that surrounds him -from concrete individuals to the environment, society and culture -committing oneself to creating a more beautiful and better future. Only a very small number of participants relate responsibility to the commitment of volunteering to help others. Their willingness to volunteer their time and talents for others can be interpreted as their conscious choice to contribute to society's wellbeing through the community development. The respondents themselves though do not make a direct connection between volunteering and their commitment to create prosperity for the future generations.
Conclusion
The research participants' statements on their attitude towards responsibility are only partially in line with the dimensions of the personalistic conception of responsibility. While a fair number of research participants identify responsibility with one's commitment to oneself or others, a number of the survey participants tend to have a legalistic view of responsibility, reducing it to the observance of certain decrees and regulations, making no direct link with the responsibility for another human being or oneself. It reveals us that the majority of the survey participants lack a broader approach towards responsibility. This allows us to draw the following conclussion: KMVTC employees have quite different interpretations of the value of responsibility, tending to narrow its meaning. This proves the need to foster a deeper understanding of responsibility among employees.
